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Identifying and Selecting Technologies and
Alternatives for Groundwater Treatment

ith the Remedial Investigation (RI) of the groundwater at Marigg
WCorps Air Facility (MCAF) Tustin completed, the Marine Corps/ Navil: £ [H (/[ (1] 1]11

is moving to the next phase of the Installation Restoration Progra . . o
the Feasibility Study. The Feasibility Study (FS) evaluates remedial techn{basasai e CuEUES BRI NI
gies and remedial alternatives that eliminate or reduce chemicals present [t RREEIEOIITIERUERSLELI
groundwater beneath MCAF Tustin. Once the FS is approved by the reguldaitie SCIITIEE RGN I
agencies, we will distribute the Proposed Plan for groundwater cleanup for BeeiGuiiEuE SR PRE I RE
lic comment. This fact sheet summarizes the four steps of an FS and illustiselitilise S Bl Ryl g I RGE
how public participation can play a key role in the decision-making procesfilEEELRIE IR CRRTIEUERE 1)
selecting a cleanup alternative. the base is_ not cILérr_entrl]y L;sed for drinking

-y mum purposes, it could, in the future, pose a

The FeaS|b|I|ty Study - Step-by—Step health threat if residents were exposed to
The FS is the third phase of the Installation Restoration Program (IR PRI eEIET AR ERE I EEIERT RS
shown in the timeline below. The FS process is divided into four steps (ReleUVEE RSPl RERSTIIE
pages 2 & 3). The first step is the identification of potential technologies, frIUAIRIELCRTR LR RO EIE ] AU TIE
the universe of possible technologies, that are capable of cleanup given theREESENE el NETEI R b1 e] B
surface conditions at the facility. The universe of possible technologies S EilsLEROR TR ELEN0 R RIS EE]
those that have been fully field-tested or developed, newer technologies;e[{ellllelETE RSB EE ol
have had limited field testing, and experimental or emerging technologies [\ ElflaE00e) g IINEVAAE (o) Ae]  Sile 1o
have not been fully evaluated in the field. The second step is the initial scriiElellols[EE e RiEE i Ede aile]sRigEs
ing of potential technologies based on their effectiveness, implementabisielb][s Nl aE R ool A= o o] e [0k
and cost. The third step is the combining or grouping of technologies into at/AyRe]s=! o) LRI TR B EN6) o (o]V o )e)i
natives that are further evaluated to allow the Marine Corps/Navy to identifSs{ MR oo UENo)
preferred alternative to eliminate or reduce chemicals in the groundwater.[iaERT T E AT R V(6] 3Ty (a1 Koo g o 1116) 0
fourth step involves the public and the regulatory agencies in the selectigRE o fu T SR oI o Rl s
the final cleanup alternative. This four-step process and the subsequent pRTEIRE LR EE 6] ST
ration of a Record of Decision are illustrated on pages 2 and 3.

Installation Restoration Program

Site Remedial Feasibility Proposed Record of Remedial Remedial Cleanup
Discovery Investigation Study Plan/Public Decision (ROD)/ |{ | Design Action Action
(RI) (FS) Comment Responsive- Operating
Period ness Summary Successfully

Contamina- The RI identi- The FSidenti- || | The public has J| | The selected Detailed A qualified Cleanup
tion was first fied sources fies cleanup the oppor- cleanup alter- specifications contractor action is
discovered in and areas of alternatives tunity to com- native and for the begins the operating
1983. contamination for the chemi- ment on the responses to selected alter- cleanup successfully.
and potential cals in the alternatives, public com- native are action accord- Property is
risks. groundwater. including the ments are developed. ing to specifi- eligible for
Marine Corps/ § |documented in cations. transfer.
Navy's the ROD.

preferred

Technology alternative.




Step-by-Step
Process for |dentification and Evaluation of Technologies,
and Selection of a Cleanup Alternative
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STEPI

Initial Identification of Treatment Technologies
is the development of an initial list of potential treatment

Kl
technologies before the detailed Remedial Investigation SO S e
begins. Information that is already available, based on_. c’«@i@@ U.S. EPA Criteria Used

historical use, chemical-waste handling and disposal for Detailed Evaluation

N
information, previous investigations, and facility closure
and reuse schedules, is considered. The Marine Corps/Na k
prepared a Candidate Technologies Memorandum in Septembe
1995 that identified potential technologies. LN
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These nine criteria were
developed and mandated by the
U.S. EPA for the evaluation of
treatment alternatives.
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STEP?2

Initial Technology Screening
is the screening of technologies based on their
effectiveness, implementability, and coBtis

screening process uses site-specific data gathered
during the Remedial Investigation. Potential
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technologies, including presumptive technologie SN ““:“:“‘ e (environmental laws
are also further evaluated in this step. Some \\:“:“‘: s BN and regulations)
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presumptive technologies may not be considered ‘:‘, = :“:::‘i%‘
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beyond this step because of site-specific \“‘““3:“““33}‘ "::33‘:3:‘.‘3‘ Long-term

diti h as th lav b \@%@» NS effectiveness

conditions, such as the amount of clay beneat N N = and permanence
the site or the mixtures of contaminants present. \\“‘—““%‘:“‘“‘ | p
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Reduction of toxicity,
mobility, or volume
of contaminants

STEP3

Developing/Evaluating Treatment Alternatives
combines or groups technologies into cleanup
alternatives to address the subsurface conditions at \
each site. Each alternative is then evaluated and analyze
using criteria developed by the U.S. EPA (see sidebar at
right). From this analysis, the Marine Corps/Navy identifies
preferred alternative.

Short-term
effectiveness during
construction and
implementation

aliernative

Cost — design and
construction, and
long-term operation
and maintenance
costs

STEP &

Proposing/Selecting an Alternative
includes a review and comment period for the public
and the State of California environmental regulatory

identified in Step 3. The preferred alternative and a summar
of the other alternatives evaluated through Step 3 are presenied in
a Proposed Plan, which is made available for public review and
comment.

alternative

Community
acceptance —
interested persons
or organizations may
formally comment
on the cleanup
alternative during

the public comment
period

Documentation of a final
decision on the selected
cleanup alternative, and formal
consideration of and response to
public comments.

Ex Situ technologies treat contaminants above ground surface and In Situ technologies treat contaminants in place or below ground surface.

*b- Technologies that have performed successfully in a full-scale field test. I — Technologies that have limited full-scale field application at a limited number of sites.
E - Technologies that have performed successfully at the bench/lab-scale stage; no fully evaluated field test has been conducted.

The number following the letters D, I, and E represents one of many possible cleanup technologies.




For Additional Information

The Marine Corps/Bvy encourages communityMolvement Information Rep()SitOI'y
in the cleanup decision-making process inegral part of the

environmental restoration program at MEA ustin. If you Documents relating to the environmental
have awy questions aboutngironmental advities at thefacil- restoration efforts at MCAF Tustin are available
ity, or would like to be added to the mailing liptease feel for public review at the Information Repository.

free to contactray of the following project representaes:

= Ms. Desire L. ChandleMCAF Tustin Base Realignment Uinlvershiy @ Calll o, [l

and Closure Coordinateat 714-726-5836 Main Library
Government Publications Department

Contact: Yvonne Wilson, 714-824-7362
or 824-6836 for library hours.

= Captain Matt Mogan Base Realignment and Closure
Public Affairs Cfficer, at 714-726-3853

= Ms. Marsha Mingg, PublicParticipation Specialist,
California Ewironmental ProtectioAgercy, at Interested community members may also contact

562-590-4881 the representatives listed on this page to arrange a

= Mr. Andrew Bain, Community hvolvement Coordinatp review of these documents.
U.S. BPA, at 800-231-3075

For additional information about the Feasibility Study proce
depicted on pages 2 angy®u are encouraged to read fheft
Feasibility Study RepartMarine Corps Air Station Tustin, Let us know!
California (Nov. 1996) which can be found at the Informatiov“

Repositoy.

Do you like the location of the Repository? Is there
a more convenient location?

Clarification

In a previous Fact Sheet we stated that 1,2,3-trichloropropane (1,2,3-TCP) has no acceptable level in drinking water. This
may have been interpreted as meaning that no amount in drinking water is acceptable. It is more accurate to state that there
is currently no federal drinking water standard established for 1,2,3-TCP in public drinking water systems. The State of
California Proposition 65 notification level for 1,2,3-TCP in drinking water is 5 parts per billion.

From time to time, proprietary chemicals have been identified in our investigation and remediation efforts at MCAF Tustin.
One such chemical is Freon®, a Dupont company product. The most frequently reported Freon at MCAF Tustin is commonly
called Freon 113.The generic name of this chemical is trichloro-trifluoroethane.

Desire L. Chandler

Base Realignment and Closure Coordinato
MCAF Tustin

Attn: HQ, BRAC, Code 2AS

PO. Box 105001

Santa AnaCA 92710-5001
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